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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 6-7, 20-21, and 28-29 have been cancelled. Claims 1,15, 30, and 31 are 
amended. Therefore, claims 1-5, 8-19, 22-27, arid 30-3 1 are pending in this office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-2, 13, 15-16, 26, and 30-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent Application Publication Number 2004/0034629 issued to Mathias 
Genser (hereinafter "Genser") in further view of U.S. Patent Application Publication Number 
2003/0 1 1 0 1 24 issued to Richard E. A. Escher (hereinafter "Escher"). 

Claim 1; 

Genser discloses a database query set-up unit for combining a set of search criteria in 
order to set up a database query, comprising: 

a contribution stack for storing search criteria provided by at least one user or by the 
system itself in the order of occurrence, whereby each new search criterion provided by said at 
least one user or by the system is pushed onto said contribution stack (Genser paragraph [0057], lines 
5-13; The queue is the contribution stack. Note the that new search criteria can be added to the queue using the 
search button or search criteria can be modified using the refine button. The applicant never specifies in applicant's 
disclosure that the stack must be a UFO (last in first out stack). Given its broadest reason interpretation, a queue is 
a special kind of stack.); 
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and means for deriving a current information state from said contribution stack (Genser: 
paragraph [00581 lines 1-6; Note the user can refine a preset and user specified criteria for a further search. The 
preset and user specified criteria are the subset of search criteria from the queue (contribution stack). The result of 
the user refining the. search criteria is a derived current information state.); 

means for relaxing the search constraints of a database query which suppress at least one 
of said set of search criteria contained in said contribution stack when said current information 
state is derived (Genser: paragraph [0058], lines 1-6; The user can refine the search criteria in the queue as sees 
fit. This includes both relaxing and broadening the search criteria.), 

wherein an intermediate entry is maintained within the set of search criteria upon altering 
the search constraints (Genser: paragraph [00591 lines 7-10; The term placed in the search term history list 
after a user submits a search is the intermediate entry.); 

whereby said current information state is formed from a subset of the set of search 
criteria contained in said contribution stack (Genser: paragraph [0058], lines 1-6; Note the user can refine a 
preset and user specified criteria for a further search. The preset and user specified criteria are the subset of search 
criteria from the queue (contribution stack). The result of the user refining the search criteria is a derived current 
information state.), and said current information state is used for accessing a database (Genser: 
paragraph [0058], lines 1-6; The ''update operation" stated at specifically at line 6 is an updated search using the 
refined search criteria (current information state) which requires accessing a database.). 

Genser does no explicitly discloses whereby means for relaxing the search constraints of 
a database query select the search criteria to be suppressed according to user profiles, and/or 
according to context information. 
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However, Escher discloses whereby means for relaxing the search constraints of a 
database query select the search criteria to be suppressed according to user profiles, and/or 
according to context information (Escher: paragraph [0056], lines 7-11; Note specifically that query is relaxed 
(query results are modified) according to information in a user (client) profile.). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the teachings of Genser with the teachings of Escher noted above. The 
skilled artisan would have been motivated to improve the teachings of Genser per the above such 
that irrelevant information about a user could be eliminated from query search results (Escher: 
paragraph [0060], lines 1-6). 
Claim 2: 

The combination of Genser and Escher discloses all the elements of claim 1 , as noted 
above, and Genser further discloses a database query set-up unit wherein the order in which said 
search criteria are provided by said at least one user or by the system determines a hierarchy of 
dependencies between said criteria (Genser: paragraph [0048], lines 17-21; Note the placement of search 
criteria can be adjusted to a different submission order. This submission order taken into conjunction ^with the other 
properties that can be adjusted (for example, boolean operators) defines hierarchical dependencies.). 
Claim 13: 

The combination of Genser and Escher discloses all the elements of claim 1 , as noted 
above, and Genser further discloses a unit wherein said search criteria are obtained by means of 
an interactive system based on an artificial language, preferably based on a database query 
language (Genser: paragraph [0048], lines 17-21 and paragraph [0057], lines 3-5; Note that in paragraph [0057] 
the user enters text and in paragraph 10048] it is stated that boolean strings are involved. The use of Boolean text 
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strings is an example of an artificial language because the rules for constructing Boolean text strings are laid out 
prior to use.). 
Claim 15: 

Genser discloses a method for setting up database queries by combining a set of search 
criteria, comprising:: 

pushing search criteria provided by a criteria source onto a contribution stack in the order 
of occurrence (Genser: paragraph [0057], lines 5-13; The queue is the contribution stack. Note the that new 
search criteria can be added to the queue using the search button or search criteria can be modified using the refine 
button.), 

deriving a current information state from said contribution stack (Genser: paragraph [0058], 
lines 1-6; Note the user can refine a preset and user specified criteria for a further search. The preset and user 
specified criteria are the subset of search criteria from the queue (contribution stack). The result of the user refining 
the search criteria is a derived current information state.)\ 

whereby said current information state is formed from a subset of the set of search 
criteria contained in said contribution stack (Genser: paragraph [0058], lines 1-6; Note the user can refine a 
preset and user specified criteria for a further search. The preset and user specified criteria are the subset of search 
criteria from the queue (contribution stack). The result of the user refining the search criteria is a derived current 
information state.)', 

relaxing the search constraints of a database query which suppress at least one of said set 
of search criteria contained in said contribution stack when said current information state is 

derived (Genser: paragraph [0058], lines 1-6; The user can refine the search criteria in the queue as sees fit. This 
includes both relaxing and broadening the search criteria.). 
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wherein an intermediate entry is maintained within the set of search criteria upon aUering 
the search constraints (Genser: paragraph [00591 lines 7-10; The term placed in the search term history list 
after a user submits a search is the intermediate entry J; 

setting up a database query corresponding to said current information state (Genser: 
paragraph [00581 lines 1-6; The ''update operation" stated at specifically at line 6 is an updated search using the 
refined search criteria (current information state) which requires accessing a database.). 

However, Escher discloses selecting the search criteria to be suppressed according to 
context information, and/or according to user profiles (Escher: paragraph [00561 lines 7-11; Note . 
specifically that query is relaxed (query results are modified) according to information in a user (client) profile,). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the teachings of Genser with the teachings of Escher noted above. The 
skilled artisan would have been motivated to improve the teachings of Genser per the above such 
that irrelevant information about a user could be eliminated from query search results (Escher: 
paragraph [00601 lines 1-6), 
Claim 16: 

The combination of Genser and Escher discloses all the elements of claim 15, as noted 
above, and Genser further discloses a method characterized in that the order in which said search 
criteria are provided by said at least one user or by the system determines a hierarchy of 
dependencies between said search criteria (Censer: paragraph [00481 lines 17-21; Note the placement of 
search criteria can be adjusted to a different submission order. This submission order taken into conjunction with 
the other properties that can be adjusted (for example, boolean operators) defines hierarchical dependencies.). 
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Claim 26: 

Claim 26 is a method claim corresponding to system claim 13 and is rejected under the 
same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 13. 
Claim 30: 

N Claim 30 is rejected under the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claims 1 and 15. 
Claim 31: 

Claim 31 is rejected xmder the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claims 1 and 15: 

3. Claims 3-4 and 17-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Genser in view of Escher and in further view of U.S. Patent AppHcation Publication Number 
2005/0091240 issued to Brian T. Berkowifz et al. (hereinafter "Berkowitz"). 
Claim 3: 

The combination of Gehser and Escher discloses all the elements of claim 3, as noted 
above, but does not explicitly disclose a unit wherein each time anew search criterion is . 
provided, it is checked whether said new search criterion refers to an attribute that has already 
been specified by an earlier search criterion stored in said contribution stack. However, 
Berkowitz discloses a unit characterized in that each time a new search criterion is provided, it is 
checked whether said new search criterion refers to an attribute that has been specified by an 
earlier search criterion stored in said contribution stack (Berkowitz: paragraph [01061 lines 10-12; Both 
the applicant's claim and the cited reference simply disclose scanning a stack for duplicate entries and eliminating 
the duplicate,). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the previously mentioned with the teachings of Berkowitz noted above. The 
skilled artisan would have been motivated to improve the previously mentioned combination per 
the above such that duplicate copies of values on a queue (or stack) could be eliminated 
(Berkowitz: paragraph [0106], lines 10-12). 
Claim 4: 

The combination of Genser, Escher, and Berkowitz discloses all the elements of claim 3, 
as noted above, and Berkowitz further discloses a unit wherein when said new search criterion 
refers to an attribute that has already been specified by an earlier search criterion stored in said 
contribution stack, said earlier search criterion is erased from said contribution stack, and said 
new search criterion is pushed onto said contribution stack (Berkowitz: paragraph [01061 lines 10-16; 
Note specifically that notice the new data is queued at the top of the queue after any duplicate is deleted.). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to further modify the previously mentioned combination with the teachings of 
Berkowitz noted above. The skilled artisan would have been motivated to improve the 
previously mentioned combination per the above such that duplicate copies of values on a queue 
(or stack) could be eliminated (Berkowitz: paragraph [0106], lines 10-12). 
Claim 17: 

Claim 17 is a method claim corresponding to system claim 3 and is rejected under the 
same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 3. 
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Claim 18: 

Claim 18 is a method claim corresponding to system claim 4 and is rejected under the 
same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 4. 

4. Claims 5 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Genser 
in view of Escher in view of Berkowitz and further in view of U.S. Patent Number 6,304,928 
issued to Christopher J. Mairs et al. (hereinafter "Mairs"). 
Claim 5: 

The combination of Genser, Escher, and Berkowitz discloses all the elements of claim 3, 
as noted above, and Berkowitz further discloses wherein when said new search criteria refers to 
an attribute that has already been specified by an earlier search criterion stored in said 
contribution stack, performing a delete operation, and said new criteria is pushed onto said 
contribution stack (Berkowitz: paragraph [0106], lines 10-16; This reference shows detecting duplicates.). 
Neither Genser, Escher, nor Berkowitz discloses wherein said earlier search criterion and all 
search criteria that have been pushed onto the contribution stack afterwards are popped from said 
contribution stack. 

However, Mairs discloses wherein said earlier search criterion and all search criteria that 
have been pushed onto the contribution stack afterwards are popped from said contribution stack 
(Mairs: column 11, lines 22-16; This reference discloses adding new data to a queue, if that data causes any other 
data on the key to become invalid, then removing all invalid data. Finally the new data is added to the queue. This 
is exactly what the applicant is claiming here.). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to modify the previously mentioned combination with 
the teachings of Mairs noted above. The skilled artisan would have been motivated to improve 
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the previously mentioned combination per the above such that data on the queue (or stack) that 
becomes invalid due to the introduction of new data can be removed (Mairs: column n, lines 12-1). 
Claim 19; 

Claim 19 is a method claim corresponding to system claim 5 and is rejected under the 
same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 5. 

5. Claims 8-9 and 22-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Genser in further view of Escher. 
Claims 8 & 9: 

The combination of Genser and Escher discloses all the elements of claim 1 , as noted 
above, and Genser further discloses modification and refinement of queued search criteria 
(Genser: paragraph [00481 lines 17-21 and paragraph [0058], lines 1-6). Genser does not explicitly disclose 
wherein the most recent search criterion or the oldest search criterion stored in the contribution 
stack is suppressed when said current information state is derived. However, it would have been 
obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to suppress the most 
recent search criterion or the oldest search criterion stored in the contribution stack when 
deriving the current information state (Genser: paragraph [0058], lines 1-6; Note specifically the user can 
modify the criteria therein (search criteria in the queue). This modifying can include suppressing and adding 
of search criteria.). The skilled artisan would have been motivated to suppress the most recent 
search criterion or the oldest search criterion stored in the contribution stack (or queue) in order 
to modify, update, or refine the search criteria (Genser: paragraph [0058], lines 1-6). 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/526,450 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2163 

Claims 22 and 23; 

Claims 22 and 23 are method claims corresponding to system claims 8 and 9, and they 
are rejected under the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claims 8 and 9. 
6. Claims 10-12 and 24-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Genser in view of Escher and in further view^ of Mairs. 
Claim 10: 

The combination of Genser and Escher discloses all the elements of claim 6, as noted 
above, but the previously mentioned combination does not explicitly disclose wherein search 
criteria suppressed when said cxirrent information state is derived are erased from said 
contribution stack when the query yields an acceptable result. However, Mairs discloses a unit 
characterized in that search criteria that are suppressed when said current information state is 
derived are erased from said contribution stack when the query yields an acceptable result (Mairs: 
column It lines 12-16; This reference discloses deleting data from the queue (or stack) that are spoiled (or no longer 
■wanted). If it was determined that suppressed data was spoiled data (data that is no longer wanted) then the 
suppressed data would be erased.). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the inventiofi was made to modify the previously mentioned combination with the teachings 
of Mairs noted above. The skilled artisan would have been motivated to improve previously 
mentioned combination per the above such that when data that is on the queue (or stack) is no 
longer wanted (or spoiled), then it would be removed from the queue (or stack) (Mairs: column 11, 
lines 12-16). 



Application/Control Number: 10/526.450 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2163 ' 

Claim 11: 

The combination of Genser and Escher discloses all the elements of claim 1, as noted 
above, but the previously mentioned combination does not explicitly disclose wherein search 
criteria suppressed when said current information state is derived are erased from said 
contribution stack when the query yields an acceptable result. However, Mairs wherein search 
criteria suppressed when said current information state is derived are erased from said 
contribution stack when the query yields an acceptable result (Mairs: column 11, lines 12-16; Mairs 
discloses erasing data from a queue (stack) when it is no longer wanted (or spoiled). If it was determined that if the 
query yields an acceptable result that the suppressed data in the stack was spoiled, then the suppressed data would 
be deleted.). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the previously mentioned combination with the teachings of Mair noted 
above. The skilled artisan would have been motivated to improve the previously mentioned 
combination per the above such that when data that is on the queue (or stack) is no longer wanted 
(or spoiled), then it would be removed from the queue (or stack) (Mairs: column 11, lines 12-16). 
Claim 12: 

The combination of Genser and Escher discloses all the elements of claim 1, as noted 
above, but the previously mentioned combination does not explicitly disclose wherein search 
criteria suppressed when said current information state is derived are maintained within said 
contribution stack. However, Mairs discloses wherein search criteria suppressed when said 
current information state is derived are maintained within said contribution stack (Mairs: column 
11, liens 22-16; The data would be maintained in the queue (or stack) if it is not spoiled. The same line of reasoning 
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applies as for claims 10-11. If it is determined that the suppressed data is not spoiled data, then the suppressed data 
would be maintained on the queue (or stack).). 
Claim 24; 

Claim 24 is a method claim corresponding to system claim 10 and is rejected under the 
same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 10. 
Claim 25: 

Claim 25 is a method claim corresponding to system claim 12 and is rejected under the 
same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 12. 

7. Claim 14 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Genser 
in view of Escher and in further view of U.S. Patent Application Publication number 
2004/0148281 issued to Cary Lee Bates et al. (hereinafter "Bates"). 
Claim 14: 

The combination of Genser and Escher discloses all the elements of claim 1, as noted 
above, but does not explicitly disclose wherein said search criteria are obtained from said at least 
one user by of a natural language dialogue system. However, Bates discloses wherein said 
search criteria are obtained from said at least one user by of a natural language dialogue system 
(Bates: paragraph [0062], lines 1-5). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the previously mentioned combination with the teachings of Bates noted 
above. The skilled artisan would have been motivated to improve the previously mentioned 
combination per the above such that natural language could be used to input search criteria (Bates: 
paragraph [00621 lines 1-5), 
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Claim 27; 

Claim 27 is a method claim corresponding to system claim 14 and is rejected xmder the 
same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 14. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant Argues: 

Applicants submit that nothing has been found in Genser that would teach or suggest the above- 
identified features of claim 1. Specifically, Applicants submit that Genser discloses that the search 
constraints can be relaxed according to the order of occurrence (paragraphs [0048], lines 17-21). 
Applicants submit that claim 1 recites wherein said means for relaxing the search constraints of a database 
query select the search criteria to be suppressed according to user profiles, and/or according to context 
information. 

Examiner Responds; 

Examiner is not persuaded. While one limitation of the Applicant's claimed invention 
deals specifically with suppressing or relaxing search criteria according to a user profile, it is 
important to note that the other limitations are broad enough to read on a wide variety of 
relaxation techniques. 

The Examiner has clearly mapped each limitation to a portion of the references. 
Furthermore, in the preceding office action the Examiner has provided a brief description as to 
why each cited reference discloses the limitation recited by the Applicant's claim. The 
Examiner remains convinced that the combination of references disclose and/or suggest each 
element of the Applicant's invention as claimed . 

As stated in the above office action, the Genser reference does not appear to disclose 
wherein the queries are relaxed according to user profiles. However, it is abundantly clear that 
the Escher reference discloses wherein the queries are relaxed according to a user profile (Escher: 
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paragraph [0056], lines 7-11). The Examiner believes that it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the teachings of Genser 
with the teachings of Escher. 

Since the combination of references discloses and/or suggests each and every limitation 
of the Applicant's claimed invention, the rejections given under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are upheld. 
Applicant Argues; 

Furthermore, Applicant's respectfully submit that Genser and Escher, taken alone or in 
combination, fail to teach or suggest the features of claim 1 . Specifically, Applicants submit that there is no 
teaching or suggestion of wherein an intermediate entry is maintained within the set of search criteria upon 
altering the search constraints, as recited in claim 1 . 

Examiner Responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. Genser discloses wherein an intermediate entry is 

maintained within the set of search criteria upon altering the search constraints (Censer: paragraph 

10059], lines 7-10; The term placed in the search term history list after a user submits a search is the intermediate 

entry.). 

It is important to note that the only attempt presented to refute the Examiner's prima 
facie case of obviousness has been the Applicant's own arguments and opinions. No evidence 
has been presented to support the Apphcant's arguments and opinions. The Examiner notes the 
rule set forth in 37 C.F.R. 1.111(b) which requires Applicant to "distinctly and specifically point 
out errors" in the Examiner's office action. Furthermore, it should be noted that arguments, 
opinions, or conclusions of Applicant and the Applicant's counsel cannot take the place of 
evidence (See In re Budnick, 537 F.2d at 538, 190 USPQ at 424; In re Schulze, 346 F.2d 600, 145 
USPQ 716 (CCPA 1965); In re Cole, 326 F.2d 769, 140 USPQ 230 (CCPA 1964)). 
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Since it appears that the combination of Genser and Escher discloses all the elements of 
the Applicant's claimed invention, and due to the lack of persuasive arguments to the contrary, 
the rejections under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are upheld. 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry conceming this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Patrick A. Damo whose telephone number is (571) 272-0788. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 9:00 am - 5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Don Wong can be reached on (571) 272-1834. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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